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DC

January 26, 1994

Mr. William F. Caton, secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Ex Parte Communications
CC Docket No. 90-314 and
PP Docket No. 93-253L,...----

Dear Mr. Caton:

In accordance with the Commission's Rules regarding ex parte
communications, I am writing to notify the Commission that I met with Mssrs. Thomas
Stanley, David Siddall, and Lawrence Petak of the OffIce of Engineering and
Technology on January 25, 1994. A separate meeting was held with Kathleen Levitz,
Myron Peck, and Kelly Cameron of the Common Carrier Bureau. Also in attendance
at the meetings were:

Jimmy R. White, Manager
XIT Rural Telephone Cooperative, Inc.
Dalhart, Texas

Steve Watkins
senior Industry Specialist
National Telephone Cooperative Association

The discussions related to outstanding pes and auction issues with respect to
small, rural telephone companies. A copy of the discussion paper used at the
meetings is attached.

NatiooaI TeIeptme Cooperative As8oc:iItim: 2626 Pennsylvania AvenJe. N.W.. WashiIwtm. D.C. 20037·1695 Tel 202/298-2300 FAX 202298·2320



January 26, 1994
Page Two

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me at
298-2326.

Sincerely yours,

iAY~
David Cosson
Vice-President
Legal & Industry

DC:rhb

cc: Thomas Stanley
David Siddall
Lawrence Petak
Kathleen Levitz
Myron Peck
Kelly Cameron
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FEDERAL CCMMUNICATIONS COWlSSlOO
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
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S.ction 305 of the Rural Electrification Act, 9 U.S.C. 935(d)(3), as
adopted by the Rur.l Blectrification Lo.n R••tructurinq Act of 1993, 107 Stat.
1356, P.L. 103-129, provid•• :

A. A condition for r.ceipt of a lo.n i. th.t the Admini.tr.tor has
approved a telecommunic.tion. moderniz.tion pl.n for the state of the
applicant. Where the plan w•• developed by borrower., the applicant must be a
participant in the plan. Lo.n. may be m.y be made in a .tate without an
approved plan until one year after fin.l regul.tion. are adopted.

A. If a st.te develops a telecommunic.tion. modernization plan
meetinq the requirement. of the act not l.ter th.n on. y.ar aft.r final
regulations are promulq.ted by REA, the Admini.trator mu.t approve the plan.
If the state do.s not d.velop such a plan, the administr.tor must approve any
plan me.tinq the requirements developed by a majority of borrowers in the
state.

B. Th. plan mu.t meet the followinq objectiv•• at a minimum:

1. Blimin.tion of party lin•••rvic.

2. Provide for the availability of t.lecom•••rvic•• for
improved bu.in••• , educ.tion.l and medic.l ••rvic•••

3. Bncouraqe .nd improve comput.r n.twork••nd information
hiqhways for sub.criber. in rur.l ar.a••

4. Sub.crib.rs in rur.l ar••• mu.t be able to rec.iv. throuqh
t.lephon. line.:

•• Confer.nc. c.llinq
b. Video imaq••
c. D.t••t a rat. of at l •••t 1 MIl.

5. Th. proper routinq of information to .ub.criber••

6. Deployment .chedul•• mu.t be unifo~ to en.ur. th.t advanced
••rvic•• are d.ployed at the .... ;time in rur.l and nonrural ar••••

7. Addition.l s.rvic••tand.rd. required by the Admini.tr.tor

C. Approved plan. may not be .ub.equ.D'tly di••pproved.

II INTERIM ROLlS QUlSTIONS

A.

indu.try
vireline
.ervice.

Definition.

Th. definition8 of section 1751.100 are gener.lly consi.tent with
u••qe. one que.tion i. vhetber PCS sbould be defined to include
s.rvice, qiven the apparent focus on the virele•• aspect of the
Other definitions may be required, includinq:

1. Telecc::.aunication. providar--doe. this include .11
providers, whether or not telephone campanie. or cOlllllOn c.rrier.? Comp.re
1751.102(e) with 1751.106(b)(vii).

2. Public switched network. S.. 1751.102(b)



B. Procedure.

1. 1751.102(a)

Ia thia interim rule a final rule within the meaning of the
statute so that the one ye.r run. fran De<:~r 20, 1993. If .0, should the
last day for submission be stated a. December 19, 1994 to avoid confuaion?

Sugge.t adding a atatement that: "Becauae plana found by
RIA not to be in compli.nce with the Act may not be re.ubmitted after December
19, 1994, state. are encouraged to .ubmit pl.n. on or before october 1, 1994
in order that any amendment. required by RIA can be adopted.

A .tate plan developed by statute would be .ubmitted by
the Governor, rather than the legislature.

2. 1751.102(b) What doe. p.rt of the public switched network
mean--all IXC., LECs, cellular, interconnected CAP., etc.?

3. 1751.103(a) In.ert "approved" before STMP

4. 1751.105(b) Does the right to amend include states?

C. STMP Requir_nt. and Objectives

1. 1751.106(.) Bow will tbe siJnultaneous develOpMnt
requirement be interpreted? Does it .pply to .11 LaCs, or provider••0 th.t
R:IA borrower. would h.ve to deploy .ny iJaprov_nt simultaneous with BOC
deployment. in urban .r.... What if th.r. is insufficient market so th.t the
Administrator cannot certify fin.ncial feasibility of the loan?

2. 1751.106(b)(1)(i) St.te approv.l of continuing multiparty
service will be un.v.ilabl. in state. without juri.diction over the borrower,
e.g. North Carolina, Montan••

3. 1751.106(b)(1)(iii) Does ·capabl. of performing· allow for
switches that are not equipped, i.e., c.n perform ISDN and SS7 switching when
so equipped?

4. 1751.106(b)(1)(iv) Unloaded loop. may be infe••ible in
very low density .re.sJ needs to be objective, or .dc:l: ·where fe.sible".

5. 1751.l06(b)(1)(v) Telcos can't provide Z9l1 service where
the politic.l subdivisions don't organi.e and oraar the service. This could
be a requirement of a st.te legislature developed plan, but probably not a PUC
or borrower plan. Also, scae loc.tions behind austcaer provided PBXs c.nnot
yet be inteqr.ted.

Custaa calling should be .dc:lr.ssed in aeparate section from
Z9U. SS7 b.sed austam c.lling should not be required in five year
requireents.

6. 1751.106(b)(1)(vii) Since only carriers file t.riffs, is
this ••ction intended to include oth.r providers, e.g. CATV?

7. 1751.106(c)(1)(i) and (ii) Bow do thes. sub.ections
interrel.t. and are th.y .ppropri.te when the 150Mb/s design is deployed?
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National Telephone Cooperative Association

PCS Issues

January 1994

I Competitive Bidding PP Doc. 92-253

A. Definition of "Rural Telephone Company"

1. Study area with no place over 10,000 population,
OR

2. Less than 50,000 access line8

B. "Rural Telco" designated applicable to any license area
which includes some portion of telephone service area.

C. Set aside Blocs C , D for designated entities

D. "Rural Telco." with attributable interests should be
accorded preference in Block D accorded other rural
telcos

E. MTAs should be auctioned first.

F. Payment options should include royalties capped at bid.

II Reconsideration of PCS Licens. Rules Gan Doc. 90-314

A. Partitioning of MTAs and BSAs should be authorized

B. Attributable intere.t in cellular carrier restrictions
should be relaxed in rural area., e.g., non-control,
donlt aggregate consortium


